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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is responsive to the Amendment filled on 5/30/2008. 

2. Claims 1-10, 12-19, 28-38, and 40-44are pending. 

3. Claim 30 has been amended and claim 39 has been cancelled. 

4. Claims 41-44 have been added. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

5. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

6. Claim 1 recites the limitation "it is" in line 5. There is insufficient antecedent basis 
for this limitation in the claim. 

7. Claim 1 recites the limitation "the same interactive content "in line 10 and line 21. 
There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

8. The term "temporally" in claims 1 and 13 is a relative term which renders the 
claim indefinite. Temporally could be a day or a year or till something happens. 

9. Claim 1 recites the limitation "the event" in lines 19 and 20. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

10. Claim 1 recites the limitation "that when" in line 17. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 
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1 1 . Claim 1 recites the limitation "that" in line 21 . There is insufficient antecedent 
basis for this limitation in the claim. 

12. Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. Line 10 of the claim, recites "the interactive content being 
related to the broadcast event". It is unclear which event broadcast this limitation is 
referring to, the one stored on client device or the PIR. Line 12 of the claim 1 recites, 
associating the interactive content received from the server system with the broadcast 
event". It is unclear whether it is referring to the broadcast event in client device or PIR. 
In addition line 14, recites the limitation of "retrieving the stored broadcast event". Again 
it is unclear which broadcast event is being retrieved the one stored on the client device 
or PIR. 

13. Claim 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. Line 3 of the claim recites "for causing to be stored interactive 
content". It is unclear what is to be stored. 

14. Claim 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
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regards as the invention. Line 4 of the claim recites "interactive content related to the 
broadcast event and received separately from the broadcast event at the time of the 
broadcast event". The time of the broadcast event has never been mentioned before. 
The examiner is confused by this whole section from line 1-5. 

15. Claim 13 recites the limitation "the time" in line 5. There is insufficient antecedent 
basis for this limitation in the claim. 

16. Claim 13 recites the limitation "the same interactive" in line 5 and 10. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

17. Claim 13 recites the limitation "such that when " in line 7. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

18. Claim 13 recites the limitation "the user" in line 8. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

19. Claim 13 recites the limitation "when such content" in line 9. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

20. Claim 13 recites the limitation "when the event" in line 9 and 1 1 . There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 



Application/Control Number: 09/931 ,590 Page 5 

Art Unit: 2157 

21 . Claim 13 recites the limitation "that" in line 1 1 . There is insufficient antecedent 
basis for this limitation in the claim. 

22. Claim 30 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. Line 8 of the claim recites "receiving the broadcast video 
program and the interactive data separate from the broadcast video program". It is 
unclear how can the broadcast video program can be received separate from itself. 

23. Claim 30 recites the limitation "the same interactive content" in line 9 and 19. 
There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

24. Claim 30 recites the limitation "when such" in line 17. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

25. Claim 13 recites the limitation "when the event" in line 20. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

26. Regarding claim 30 and 33, the phrase "operably", renders the claims indefinite 
because it is unclear whether the limitations following the phrase are part of the claimed 
invention. See MPEP § 2173.05(d). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

27. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

28. Claiml, 3-9, 12, 13, 15-19 and 28-33, 35 and 41-44, as best understood are 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Matheny et al. et al. US 
Patent No. 6,766,524 in view of Dougherty et al., US. Pat. No. 7,028327 (hereinafter 
Doug). 

29. As per claims 1,13 and 30, Matheny et al. teaches a method and system for a 
enhancing a broadcast event for a plurality of remote viewers each having a client 
device including a local storage device and a personal interactivity recorder (PIR) for 
storing the broadcast event and playing back the broadcast event, and an interactive 
television system for storing and playing back an enhanced video program, the method 
and system comprising: 

Each local storage device (set stop box 245) receiving and storing the broadcast 
event as it is being broadcast via a broadcast event signal (broadcast signal 210) to the 
plurality of remote viewers during a first time period (column 2, lines 46-55); 

Each PIR receiving and storing interactive content provided from a server system 
separately from the broadcast of the broadcast event and not embedded in the 
broadcast event signal, the interactive content being related to the broadcast event, the 
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same interactive content being configured to be displayed by each client device during 
the first time period; each PIR temporally associating the interactive content received 
from the server with the broadcast event (column 2, lines 39-46; column 2, lines 56-67); 

A particular one of the client devices retrieving the stored broadcast event and 
interactive content in response to a user command (column 2, lines 50-55); and 

the particular one of the client devices playing back the retrieved broadcast event 
from storage during a second time period such that when the retrieved broadcast event 
is played back from storage, the corresponding PIR provides to the user the interactive 
content at one or more times during the stored-retrieved broadcast event when such 
interactive content would have been displayed when the event was being broadcast, the 
interactive content provided by the corresponding PIR during the second time period 
configured to be the same interactive content that would have been displayed when the 
event was broadcast during the first time period. (Column 2, lines 38-67; column 5, lines 
15-25; column 6, lines 40-45). 

Matheny et al. fails to explicitly disclose receiving interactive content separately 
from the broadcast of the broadcast event and not embedded in the broadcast event 
signal. However, Doug discloses receiving interactive content separately from the 
broadcast of the broadcast event and not embedded in the broadcast event signal (see 
col. 17, line 6-40). 

Having the teachings of Matheny et al and Doug, it would have been obvious for 
a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to combine the 
teachings of Dough and Matheny et al in order enhance system reliability. 
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30. As per claims 3 and 1 5, Matheny et al. teaches the method and system of claims 
1 and 13, wherein the temporal associating includes using one or more of absolute time 
codes, relative time codes, and frame sequence numbers (column 4, lines 60-67; 
column 5, lines 1-15). 

31 . As per claims 4 and 1 6 and 1 7, Matheny et al. teaches the method ands system 
of claims 1 and 13 wherein the interactive content includes trivia questions, the user has 
an input device for entering an answer, and the PIR stores the correct answer and 
provides to the user an indication of a correct or incorrect answer after the user enters 
an answer to a question (column 3, lines 30-45; column 5, lines 34-67). 

32. As per claims 5 and 18, Matheny et al. teaches the method of claims 1 and 13, 
wherein the interactive content includes poll questions, the PIR storing poll results, the 
user has an input device for entering a response, and the PIR provides poll results after 
the user enters a response to the poll question (column 3, lines 30-45; column 5, lines 
34-67). 

33. As per claims 6 and 1 9, Matheny et al. teaches the method of claim 1 , wherein 
the interactive content and video broadcast event are stored on the same medium 
(column 5, lines 16-27). 
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34. As per claim 7, Matheny et al. teaches the method of claim 1 , wherein the PIR 
uses the processing and storing functionality of the local storage device (local memory 
245). 

35. As per claim 8, Matheny et al. teaches the method of claim 7, wherein the local 
storage device includes a hard drive (disk drive 250). 

36. As per claim 9, Matheny et al. teaches the method of claim 1 , wherein the local 
storage device includes a hard drive (disk drive 250). 

37. As per claim 1 2, Matheny et al. teaches the method of claim 1 , wherein the PIR 
includes processing and storage (set top box 245; column 2, lines 39-65). 

38. As per claims 28, 29 and 35, Matheny et al. teaches the method and system of 
claims 1,13 and 30 wherein the interactive content provided by the PIR and at the time 
of the broadcast event is not targeted interactive content that is based on individualized 
viewer profile information (column 3, lines 4-55). 

39. As per claim 31 , Matheny et al. teaches the system of claim 30, wherein the first 
local storage medium is the same as the second local storage medium (column 2, lines 
46-55). 
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40. As per claim 32, Matheny et al. teaches the system of claim 30, wherein the first 
recording device is the same as the second recording device ((column 2, lines 46-55). 

41 . As per claim 33, Matheny et al. teaches the system of claim 30 further 
comprising: a user input device operably coupled to each client device for transmitting a 
video control message to the first and second recording devices, the first and second 
recording devices being configured to separately perform a corresponding action on 
respectively the video program and interactive content in response to the video control 
message (column 6, lines 40-67). 

42. As to claim 41 , Matheny and Doug teach wherein the broadcast event is 
broadcast of the a video grogram, the method further comprising recording the video 
program in a personal vide recorder (PVR) separate from the PIR (see col. 6, line 40 - 
67). 

43. As to claim 42, Matheny and Doug teach wherein the broadcast event is 
broadcast of a video program that contains no embedded triggers associated with the 
interactive content (col. 6, line 40 -67). 
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44. As to claim 43, Matheny and Doug teach wherein the interactive content is an on- 
line program transmitted by the server system over a wide area network and 
synchronized with the video program (col. 6, line 40 - 67). 

45. As to claim 44, Matheny and Doug teach wherein the first recording device 
recording the video program is a personal video recorder (PVR) and the second 
recording device recording the interactive data is a PIR separate from the PVR fro 
recoding the interactive data separately from the video program (se col. 6, line 40 - 67). 

46. Claim 2, 14, and 34 as best understood are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Matheny et al. et al. US Patent No. 6,766,524 in view of 
Dougherty et al., US. Pat. No. 7,028327 (hereinafter Doug) and further in view of Dunn 
et al. US Patent No. 5,517,257. 

47. Matheny et al. and Doug teaches the method and system of claims 1,13 and 30 
including the PIR having the functionality of a VCR and set top box. See claims 1,13 
and 30. Matheny et al. does not expressly teach wherein the local storage device 
includes functionality for fast forward, rewind, and pause functions. Dunn teaches the 
local storage device includes functionally for fast forward, rewind, and pause functions. 
See column 5, lines 39-60. However, the concept and advantages of fast forward, 
rewind and pause functions is old and well known in the art. It would have been 
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obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify the 
VCR and set top box function of Matheny et al. with fast forward, rewind and pause 
functions. A person of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to do this to 
allow the user to view the event conveniently. 



48. Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Matheny et al. et al. US Patent No. 6,766,524 in view of Doug and further in view of 
Bolnick et al. US Patent Publication No. 2002/0023230. Matheny et al. teaches the 
method of claim 1 . Matheny et al. and Dough do not teach wherein the PIR stores and 
plays back messages sent by other viewers using chat functionality during the 
broadcast event. Bolnick teaches wherein the PIR stores and plays back messages 
sent by other viewers using chat functionality during the broadcast event. See 
paragraph 0034 and claim 12. It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time of the invention to combine the chat functionality of Bolnick with the 
broadcast event of Matheny et al. A person of ordinary skill in the art would have been 
motivated to do this to enhance the interactivity of the session between a student and a 
teacher. 

It is noted that any citation to specific, pages, columns, lines, or figures in the 
prior art references and any interpretation of the references should not be 
considered to be limiting in any way. A reference is relevant for all it contains and 
may be relied upon for all that it would have reasonable suggested to one having 
ordinary skill in the art. In re Heck, 699 F.2d 1331, 1332-33, 216 USPQ 1038, 1039 
(Fed. Cir. 1983) (quoting In re Lemelson, 397 F.2d 1006,1009, 158 USPQ 275, 277 
(CCPA 1968)) 
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Response to Arguments 

49. Applicant's arguments with respect to the above claims have been considered 
but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

50. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Sahera Halim whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
4003. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Ario Etienne can be reached on (571 ) 272-4001 . The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Sahera Halim 
August 23, 2008 

/Ario Etienne/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2157 



